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CENTRALT=AX'CENTER 

The pending Ottlcc Action has been reviewed and its conlcnLs carefully ^yg j g gfQQy 

considered, Claims 1-41 arc pending in the present application. By this amendment, claim 
41 is added and claim 22 in amended (to correct a dependency related deficiency). 

No new matter has been added by this Amendment, 

A. The35U,S.C. i02K c iection 

In the Office Action^ claims 1-40 stand rejected under 35 II.S,C. §i02(c) as 
allegedly being anticipated by Kolling et nl (hereinafter Kolling t J,S. 5, 920, 847). 
Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection and requests withdrawal of the same. 

I he Office Action sets forth the rejection of claim I on paye 2. The Office Action 
asscns that as per claim 1, Kolling discloses a method of processing payment transactions 
by a financial institution having a plurality of branches, each payment transaction having a 
destination bank and each payinent transaction being capable of being forwarded through a 
plurality of clearing systems, the method comprising the steps of trtmsmiiting the payment 
transactions from the pUirality of branches to a central location wiliiin the financial 
institution; determining, for each payment transaction, an appropriate clearing system 
which to forward the payment transaction; and foi-warding each payment transaction to the 
determined appropriate clearing system, (note ab.stract and sec column 9 lines 23-38 and 
column 31 lines 1 1-53 and column 40 lines 39-67 and column 41 lines 1-67). Applicant 
traverses these asscnions set forth in the Office Action. 

in the Abstract^ KoUing describes a bill pay system wherein participating 
consumers pay bills to participating billers through a payment network operating according 
to preset rules. The participating consumers receive bills from participating billers 
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(paper/mail bills, e-ma.il notices* implied bills fnr automatic debits) whicli indicate an 
amount, and a unique billei" identitlcalion number. To authorize a remittance, a consumer 
transmits to its participating bunk u bill pay order indicuting a payment date, a 
payment amount, the ctmsumcr's account number with the biller, a source of funds 
and the biller*s biller iduntiflcation number, either directly or by reference to static data 
cuniaining those data elements. Koiling teaches that Bank C then submits a payment 
message to a payment network, and tlie payment network, which assigns the biller 
reference numbers, foi^ards the payment message to the biller's bank. For settlement, the 
consumer's bank debits the consumer's account and is obligated to a net position with the 
payment network; likewise, the biller's bank receives a net position from the payment 
network and credits the biller's bank account. 

Applicant has reviewed the Office Action comments and the teachings of Kolling 
vis-a-vis claim 1 . For the reasons set forth below. Applicant respectfully submits that 
Kolling fails to teach ilie claimed invention. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner cites to vaaious portions of Kolling as allegedly 
teaching the claimed invculion. Claim 1 recites; 

A method of processing payment traasaetioiis by u financial ini^titution 

having a plurality of branches, each payment transaction having a dcsthiation bank 
and each payment transaction being capable of being forwarded tlirough a plurality 
of clearing systems, the method comprising the steps of: 

transmitting the payment transactions from the plurality of branches 
to a central localion within the financial institution; 

determining, for e-ach payment transaction, an appropriate 
clearing <;y^tem which to forward the payment transaction; and 

forwarding each payment transaction to the determined appropriate 
clearing system. 
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III particular, claim 1 recites a itiethod of pruciissing payment tvansacLii)ns by a 
financial institution. Killing f:uh to teach such niclhod of claim 1, perl'onnecl by a 
financial insiitution, including the feature of "determining, for ctich payment transaction, 
an appropriate clearing system which to forward the payn^cnl Imnsaction". By such 
language, claim I clearly sets forth a decision pi-occss, i.e., to determine which is the 
appropriate clearing system* 'Uiis decision process is performed for each payment 
transaction. Applicant h^s reviewed Kolling for stich teachings, and in particular has 
reviewed the various teachings cited in the rejection of claim 1, a$ set forlli in the Office 
Action. Applicant submits that KoHing ftiils to tcuch such decision process. 

For example, in column 9, lines 23-37, which is part of the Background of the 
invention, Kolling describes: 

In a sc<-ond variation, instead of a cticck from Bank C cleared through Bank 
S to credit S's account 70, S has Bank S submii a debit to Cs account 22 through 
the Autoinalcd Clearing House ("ACH") (see PFCi. 3 and accompanying text). In a 
tliird variation, in place of arrows 12- 1 7, ("check and list"), S may send AJR data 
and a credit to biller B through one path of: i) Bank S to ACH to Bank B to biller 
B or ii) MasterCard's RPS (Remittance Processing System) to Bank B to biller B. 
As used here, the RPS 5s merely an altcniative to the ACH. Allemativcly, S may 
send the A/R data via a separate elc-Olronic data intcrcliange to biller B ai^d forward 
the payment amount via the ACH or RPS mechanisms. In a fourth variation, a 
combination of the second atid third variations, S sends simultaneous ACH 
transactions (debit account 22 and credit account 26), 



Tn such disclosure of Kolling, Kolling fails to teach the dccisioning proeess as set 
fonh in claim 1, i.e., the feature of '^determining, for each payment transaction, an 
appropriate clearing system wliicli to forward the payment transaction". There is simply 
no such dcc^isioning in Kolling so as to leach such claimed features. 

Applicant also notes the disclosure of Kolling in column 31, lines 1 J. -53, as cited in 
the Office Action. Therein, Kolling describes: 
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* To pay a bill, consumer 502A sends a bill pay order t<i processor 
506A. In re5;pr)n!;e to the received bill pay order, processor 506 A sends a payment: 
authorization request through system 508 Jiddrcsscd to the consumer's bank. A 
consumer can ui^t many dilTcrent types of accounrs as the soiirce of funds, but. only 
DDA's arc shown explicitly in RO. 14. Consumer 502A either uses an account at a 
bank 5 lOA which is directly connected to network 508 or a bank 5 1 OB which is 
only connected through another intervening network such as an ATM network 512. 
If an account at bank 5.1 OA is used, Uie payment authorisation request is rc-ceived 
by bank 510A from network 508. 

However, Applicant submitK that such features of Kulling, as de.^cribed in column 
3 1 fails to teach ihc particulars of clairn 1. KolHng fails to teach: transmitting the payment 
transactions from the plurality of branches to a central location within the fmancial 
institution; determining, for each payment transaction, an appropriate clearing system 
which to forward the payment transiiction; and rt)rwarding each payment transaction to the 
detcrniinc-d appropriate clearing system. Kolling fails to tcacli the decisioning to dclerniine 
the appropriate cJearuig system vi.s-ii-vis each payment transaction, as recited in claim L 

Applicant respectfully submits that the applied art fails to teach or suggest the 
features of claim 1 for at least the reasons set forth above. Further, independent claims 10, 
25, and 26 are allowable at least for some of the reasons similar to those discussed above 
with respect to claim 1. 

For example, claim 25 recites the features of: 

for each payment transaction, determine an appropriate clearing systcn) ' 

which to forward the payment transaction by: 

(a) identifying, for each payment transaction, candidate clearing 

systems which could be u.sed to forward the payment transaction to the destination 

bank. 
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(b) verifying tliai a lust candidate clearing system is avail^jblc for use, 

and 

(c) verifying tliat a pn>cBssing of the payment iriinsaction does; not 
exceed a predetermined value limit; and forwarding each paymciU Iransaction to 
the determined appropriate clearing system- 

In particular, Kolling f«ils to teach such processing lor each p;iymeni transaction, 
including identifying the candidate cle;4ring systems^ i.c.» identifying more ttian one 
candidate ssystem Ibr cacli payment transaction. 

The various dependent claims recite patentable subjecr matter at least, for their 
various dependencies on the independent claims, as well as for the additional subject 
matter recited in such dependent claims. The Examiner is requested to further consider the 
various dependent claims. 

For example, dependent claim ! I recites sequentially repeating steps (of claim 10) 
for other catididate clearing systems until one of the other candidate clearing systems 
satisfies the verification steps; and forwarding the paytncnt transaction to the one other 
candidate clearing system. The Office Action asserts that Kolling leaches such features, 
citing to the same sections of Kolling as were relied upon in Ihe rejection of claim I . 
However, Applicant submils that Kolling fails to leach such sequential processing, Tlie 
Hxfjmjiicr Is itxjuested to clarify which portion of Kolling allegedly teaches such claimed 
features. 

Also, claim 13 ncciles features relating lu "prioritizing" the candidate clearing 
systems. The Office Action again cites to the sinnc scc^lions of Kolling as relied upon in 
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rcaturcs. Claridcation is requested as to where Kolling allegedly teaches such claimed 
Icalurcs. 

Withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. §102 rejection based on the applied an is respectfully 
requested. 

For at lea.sl the reasons outlined above, Applicant respectfully asserts that the 
application is in condition for allowance. Favorable reconsideration and allowance of Llie 
claims are refipecttully solicited. 

For any fees due in connection with filing this Responi^e the Coriiniissioner is 
hereby authorized to charge the undersigned's Deposit Account No^ 50-0206, 

Should Uie Examiner believe anything further is desirable in order to place the 
application in even better condition for allowance, the Hxaniincr is invited to contact 
Applicant's undersigned rcpn:^senLai:ive at the telephone number listed below. 
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